A Lost Byzantine Chronicle in Slavic Translation
A couple of years ago I started working on an understudied chronographic text identified as the Slavic Version of the Chronicle of George Synkellos . The work was introduced to the Slavic studies community thanks to the copy in the collection of V . M . Undolsky . In the manuscript it follows on immediately after the Chronicle of Hamartolos in its second redaction 1 . The similarity between this unknown to the scholarship of the time text and the Chronicle of George Synkellos was noted yet by Undolsky himself . V .M . Istrin contributed to the final identification of the text as a Slavic version of the Chronicle of George Synkellos . The scholar believed that the Slavic text contains an abridged redaction of the chronicle although nothing similar was found in the Greek copies of Synkellos' work he was familiar with 2 . Istrin reached the conclusion that the chronicle's translation appeared in Kievan Rus in the 14 th century on the grounds of some cursory observations on the copy's language . The text has been preserved in five Russian copies of the 15 th or the 16 th centuries, manifesting no textological differences 3 . 1 Х . ТреНДАфИлов, Наблюдения върху славянския превод на хрониката на Георги Синкел, PBg 14 .4, 1990 Георги Синкел, PBg 14 .4, , p . 102 . 2 в .М . ИСТрИН, Из области древне-русскoй литературы, жМНП 1903 Until the mid-1980s we were familiar with only four copies of this work: two from Moscow, kept in the Russian State Library (Undolskiy [cetera: унд .] № 1289 of Moscow (ІІІ +488 f .), 1°, f . 405-488b and Egorov № 908 1º, (І+ 615 f .) f . 497-615 .) founding of Constantinople, rather than an abridged version of the Chronicle of George Synkellos .
The first part, encompassing about two-thirds of the work's size (405а1 -458b15 in Und . 1289), contains an excerpt from the Chronicle of Julius Africanus about the years from the Creation of the world to the Resurrection of Christ . The identification of Africanus as the author of this part of the chronographic compilation was made on the basis of different types of evidence, which could be summarized as follows:
The narrative in this part is completely based on the chronological and the Christological concept of Africanus, who interprets the world history from the Creation to the Resurrection as a fulfillment of God's providence in six days (millennia) . This chronological treatment of world history differs from the Synkellos' concept presented in the second part of the work .
a . The story until Christ's birth, which encompasses Old-Testament history and part of the history of ancient Rome, Persia and the Hellenistic world, is built on 23 chronological observations, each containing Africanus' dates and calculations, where part of the chronologies agree with some preserved fragments of Africanus 9 . The chronological observations form the backbone of the account in the first part and manifest a frequency much higher than that of the chronologies in the second part (see Table 1 ) . For decades now, the interest in this understudied Slavic chronicle has been more than sporadic and no researcher questioned Istrin's opinion that this was an abridged and probably draft version of Synkellos . To a great extent this was due to the limited text material adduced by Istrin 4 , and for want of serious research and an edition of the work . As a matter of fact, most Slavic chronographic heritage researchers (M . Weingart, А . Meshterskiy, о . Tvorogov, M .D . Priselkov) merely repeat Istrin's hypothesis on the origin and the contents of the chronicle 5 . As regards the place and the time of the translation, however, the researchers are not that unanimous . M . Priselkov, like Istrin, bound the translation of the Synkellos' chronicle with the translation of Hamartolos . Unlike Istrin, however, he believes that the translation appeared in a much earlier age 6 and that it should be referred to the translation endeavors of Yaroslav in the 1040s in Kiev . Bulgarian scholar Y . Trifonov was the first 7 to suggest that judging by the chronicle's linguistic characteristics and by the information it contains, it was more likely to have been translated in Bulgaria in the tenth or eleventh centuries . Some 60 years later another Bulgarian scholar, Ch . Trendafilov, drew the attention to the fact that the historical account is situated between two chronological poles: the Creation of the world and the foundation of Constantinople -and features episodes from the Old-Testament and from the Roman history as well as from the histories of other nations . Thus where both the chronicle's scope and the selection of the episodes suggest an ideological purpose, meant to prepare the society for adopting Christian history 8 . This , which again leads us to the Bulgarian reality of the tenth and eleventh centuries . In support of his thesis Trendafilov quotes a number of lexemes of indisputable Bulgarian origin .
In my brief presentation I will try to share and illustrate my main conclusions on the publication and the research of the text . The Slavic chronicle proved to be a chronographic compilation about the events from the Creation of the world to the источниковедение и история русского языка, Москва 2000, р . 106-118 b . All dates in the first part of the Chronicle follow the chronology of Africanus too . An exception is the date of the Universal flood, which was corrected later, but this correction is mechanical and not in line with the rest of the calculations made in relation to it . c . Apart from this main chronological scheme of the first part there is another chronological axis introducing Olympiad dating . The year of the first Olympiad coincides with the first year of the reign of Achaz, which is in line with Africanus' chronological concept .
d . The chronological interpretation of Daniel's prophecy about the seventy weeks follows Africanus too as the difference between the 475 solar years since the beginning of the prophecy (at the time of Nehemiah, i .e . the 20 th year of Artaxerxes) to the Resurrection and the 490 years of the prophecy is explained with the difference between the solar and the lunar calendars .
To the chronography of Africanus' point the descriptions of the separate periods of universal history to the Resurrection as well:
а . If we sum up the years of their terms minus the years of Jair, who is missing in our text, we will obtain exactly 400 years that together with the forty years of anarchy and the following thirty peaceful years gives 470 . Since Africanus is explicit that the years of the judges, the anarchy and the peace are 490, the missing Jair must have been judging for 20 years, as Synkellos says . If the years of Thola are 23 as we've assumed, 30 and 8 years according to his sources 13 . The chronology of Persian kingdom quoted here is in line with Africanus' concept that the 115 th year of the Persian reign coincided with the 20 th year of the reign of Artaxerxes I, when he allowed for the restoration of Jerusalem (452а2-9) if we count only the years of the kings who've ruled for over one year (31+9+36+20+20) .
d . The list of Macedonian rulers -from Alexander the Great to Cleopatra and the duration of their reign (300 years) also agree with Africanus' formulations .
The list of the rulers of the Ptolemaic dynasty and their years according to our chronicle looks as follows: The total is 267 years, 10 months and seven days minus the years of Nadav, which are missing in our text but most Byzantine chroniclers give him 2 years 11 . If we assume this figure to be true we will obtain some 270 years for the Israelite kings . The difference between this result and the 283 years until the fall of Exactly 230 years is the sum of the reigns of the rulers, who' d reigned for over one year . The order of the Persian kings agrees with that of Africanus restored by Gelzer, with only one discrepancy in the years of Cyrus and Cambysus -respectively 11 H . Gelzer, op . cit ., І, p . 99 . 12 Иллюстрированная полная популярная библейская энциклопедия, ed . архимандрит Никифор, Москва 1891, p . 291 . The periods of interregnum are defined 12 and 8 or 9 years respectively, which does not agree with our text . а . We find complete conformity between the two sources when the text of Synkellos presents an excerpt from Africanus and partial when the former quotes a shared source, most often the works of Joseph Flavius .
b . In several cases (especially after the introduction of the additional Olympiad dating) our text does not correspond to the Synkellos' version but to that of Eusebius of Caesarea (mostly to the chronological canon translated by St . Jerome) and here the connection between the Slavic text and Synkellos' chronicle is more intricate: Eusebius' canon reflects rather correctly the text of Africanus whereas Synkellos often amasses these notices in his rubric Σποράδην where they remain outside the line of his main account .
The second part of the Slavic chronicle -from the Resurrection to the founding of Constantinople -contains excerpts from the Chronicle of Synkellos about the years until the reign of Diocletian (458b15-482b19 in унд .1289) complemented with a couple of pages from the chronicle of Theophanes the Confessor (482b20-488b20) .
The fitting of the two parts of the chronicle together -to the Resurrection and after it -is rather mechanical . The traces of editorial interventions within the Greek milieu are concentrated mainly on the similar presentation of the material in the parts of Synkellos and of Theophanes the Confessor . The only obvious substantial trace of editing is the correction of the date of the Universal flood -the year 2262 according to Africanus and 2242 according to Synkellos -but this was obviously done on the basis of the calculations of the years of the biblical patriarchs in the Septuagint, rather than to unify the two parts and has therefore not affected the chronologies related to the dating of Africanus .
Gelzer thinks that an excerpt from the chronography of Julius Africanus, exempted of its pre-olympic history of all ancient nations except the Judeans, has probably arisen on Greek soil and in the early ninth century has served as a source of a chronographic compilation used by the most eminent Greek chroniclers such as George Hamartolus, Leo Gramaticus and Cedrenus
14
. For the time being we are more inclined to believe that the Slavic chronicle has not been composed on Bulgarian soil but is a translation of the abovementioned hypothetical Byzantine compilation . It could have appeared only after 816 when Theophanes brought to completion his continuation of the chronicle of Synkellos .
The linguistic analysis reveals that the Slavic translation of the chronicle was made in the early Old-Bulgarian period, probably in the early tenth century . The following specific features support this conclusion:
Chrysostom collected in Simeon's Zlatostrui; the Christian Topography by Cosmas Indicopleust, whose originals were part of or corresponded to analogical works in Photius' Bibliotheca
15
. Photius not only played an active role in the Christianization of Bulgaria, but he was also a spiritual and intellectual tutor and possibly teacher 16 of the future Bulgarian Tsar Simeon . Therefore it is no accident that the contents of Simeon's Florilegium of 1073 featured works, which had been of interest to Photius himself 17 . The Byzantine patriarch praised highly Africanus' chronography stressing that though concise in his style "he omits nothing worthy of record" although he described cursorily (ἐπιτροηάδην) the events from Christ to the reign of Roman Emperor Macrinus 18 . The last maybe explains why the Slavic men of letters did not choose to translate the chronicle of Africanus but opted for the compilation, where the second part described Christianity in much more detail until the summoning of the Council of Nicaea and the founding of Constantinople in the twentieth year of Constantine's the Great reign . Of course, this leaves room for speculation on whether the compilation itself could have been made on Bulgarian soil but until we can undoubtedly rule out the possibility of the existence of an analogical Byzantine compilation this should remain mere guesswork .
It is not accidental that this early Preslav translation (or compilation?) appeared in Russia in the fifteenth century, for this was the time when the Russian imperial idea and the concept of Moscow being the "Third Rome" was formulated; besides, all the extant copies of the chronicle are accompanied by a translation of the chronicle of George Hamartolus, the two Moscow copies (унд . 1289 and Egorov 908) are placed in the chronographic miscellanies after extensive excerpts of the chronicle of Hamartolus and after the two St . Petersburg's copies (Соф . № 1474 and Сол . № 829/839) the world history continues following Hamartolus with an account on Constantine the Great . The earliest manuscript Egorov 863 is a borderline case since there the copy of the Chronicle is located after the Chronicle of Hamartolus like in the other two Moscow copies but afterwards the history continues following Hamartolus again with the same rubrics as the Petersburg's copies . The two Petersbourg's cop-ies' content is more variegated than the Moscow's and features other annalistic, antiheretical and canonical texts .
Within the framework of the research project Concepts of History Across the Slavic Orthodox World the pursuit of Africanus' projections in the historiographic literature of Eastern Europe continues . A translation is under preparation -in Bulgarian and in English -of the part of Africanus to make the text accessible to a wider circle of researchers . 
